




Bo^Ed, "W 

If I was involved in the Hannah Arondt controversy , I'<fe no recollection of 
it. °r of ever having spoken to ^hillipo of A. Partisan View. . 

With regard to that ’Jtfnarling" and "smearing comment, in thos( days when 
the injfel'lectunXa were hung up on Warren they frequently saw what was not to he 
scon and such comments ./ere their substitution for the criticism (far work they 
could not tiako* 

mt'i regard to Chiller, altlipugh few will ever see it, I took good care o f 

liim in what I wrote ab;;ut 1 ‘aider's sad tales, 

I was sent a copy of that first issue of Prevailing Winds, loaned it to ra 
someone and never got it bac&. X do not know if it continued publication after 
that issue but my recollection of it, confirmed by what you enclosed, is that 
there was no reason for it to continue. Except that it gave .the and thof 

Lcrners vwhat is his first name? Can't remember it bit I do his fathet's) 
a chance to show of what they regarded as their learning when it was and is no 
such theing. They were and they remain subject-matter ignoranuin3es. 

In Scott's supposedly scholarly commentary of Posner's pap it is conspicuous 
that he made no reference tutelage Open. But then in his entire piece he had 
no reference to say Post Iiortom or any of the scries. Scholarship? 

•l'hiti is to^saSy say that what youjaid about the major media is quite true 

but bhadPit is true also of the minor media. 

I'm surprise you remember that effective line for which no>£ of the sup- 
porters of the official mythology ever had any appropriate refutation, that 
there was nothing wrong with the "old" evidence when it was understood and used 

properly. 

As 1 boliove demons' tratod. 

Some of tiiat Scott stuff is pretty sick, particularly for 1993. 

Thanks and best, 


c? 



